This study presents a theoretical model regarding the entrepreneurial potential construct, and the main psychosocial aspects that contribute towards an individual's preparedness to engage in activities typically associated with entrepreneurship. The general question addressed in this study is: How to explain the entrepreneurial potential construct theoretically, and how to assess it empirically? This study seeks to contribute by creating an instrument (the EPAI -Entrepreneurial Potential Assessment Inventory) that can be used to measure the entrepreneurial potential construct. In this paper we present four studies on its empirical validation. The results suggest reliable scale characteristics, convergent and discriminant validity. The EPAI can be used by an entrepreneur for self-assessment, for training, and for professional development. 
Introduction
More than 80 years after the seminal contributions of Schumpeter (1934) , entrepreneurship research is becoming a more established field with its own theoretical, empirical, and methodological debates (for example, Blackburn and Kovalainen 2009) . However, there are still theoretical, empirical, and applied aspects that require more in-depth attention. One such aspect is to do with explaining the individual psychosocial dimensions that are related to the preparedness to engage in entrepreneurial activities.
The present study approaches the entrepreneurship phenomena from an individual perspective. We propose that individuals have a latent potential to become entrepreneurs. This potential is the summative result of a set of distinctive competencies and motivations that are the manifest aspects of every individual's preparedness to become an entrepreneur.
This study aims to make a contribution to the development of the theoretical and empirical field of entrepreneurship by presenting a model for entrepreneurial potential and measurement. The main question underpinning this research is: How to explain the entrepreneurial potential construct theoretically, and how to assess it empirically? We propose a theoretical model of entrepreneurial potential that builds on the main previous evidences from empirical and descriptive studies. The entrepreneurial potential construct includes four main dimensions: entrepreneurial motivations, management competencies, psychological competencies, and social competencies. These four main dimensions include a total of 11 subdimensions.
Based on this theoretical model, we present a measurement instrument: the Entrepreneurial Potential Assessment Inventory (EPAI). We present a set of four empirical studies that contribute to evidence the validity of the instrument. Study 1 describes how the items were created and their operationalization. Studies 2a and 2b test the construct validity and the psychometric characteristics of the scale in two samples. We conduct confirmatory factor analysis, and results show that the EPAI captures accurately the proposed theoretical model of the entrepreneurial potential. Study 3 focuses on the convergent validity, and results show that our scale was positively and significantly correlated with a related construct: enterprise potential. Moreover, study 3 also analyzes the discriminant validity, and results show that the EPAI discriminates among participants with high and low levels of entrepreneurial intentions and internal locus of control. In addition, results also indicate that the external locus of control is not associated with the overall measure on the entrepreneurial potential. Finally, study 4 focuses on the comparison of the results of entrepreneurial potential among university students, young employees, and the entrepreneurs. General results follow our prediction that entrepreneurs score higher in the entrepreneurial potential dimensions and subdimensions than the other groups.
Theoretically, this study contributes to the development of a conceptual model about entrepreneurial potential. Methodologically, we present a scale with reliable characteristics to measure this entrepreneurial potential. This measure can be used as a self-assessment tool for future entrepreneurs, and also can contribute to diagnose specific training needs. Krueger and Brazeal (1994) developed theoretical propositions on a model of entrepreneurial potential based on three critical constructs: perceived desirability, perceived feasibility, and propensity to act. The authors conceptualize potential entrepreneurs as those with an entrepreneurial potential. This is defined as a process of interaction between perceived desirability (including social norms and attitudes), perceived feasibility (that is, self-efficacy), and propensity to act. The entrepreneurial potential, as Krueger and Brazeal (1994) conceptualize it, is prior of entrepreneurial intentions, in such a way that an individual can have a high entrepreneurial potential but does not consider engaging in an entrepreneurial activity, and vice versa.
Entrepreneurial potential
Despite the relevance of Krueger and Brazeal (1994) theoretical paper, the theme of entrepreneurial potential has been quite fuzzy in the literature. More specifically, entrepreneurial potential literature lacks (a) a consensual definition of entrepreneurial potential; (b) a conceptualization of entrepreneurial potential manifestation and measurement; and (c) a explanation about the level of analysis of entrepreneurial potential. We explain these aspects in detail on the following paragraphs and show why they need clarification. Krueger and Brazeal (1994) described the process based on Ajzen's theory of planned behavior and on Shapero's model of the entrepreneurial event. However, the authors did not present a definition of entrepreneurial potential. One definition of entrepreneurial potential was offered by Raab, Stedham, and Neuner (2005) , arguing that it 'is the extent to which an individual possesses the characteristics that are associated with successful entrepreneurs ' (72) .
Focusing on the manifestation and measurement, Krueger and Brazeal (1994) assumed theoretically that the entrepreneurial potential is a latent expression of the perceived desirability, perceived feasibility, and propensity to act. Other empirical approaches (for example, Raab, Stedham, and Neuner 2005) suggested that the entrepreneurial potential was expressed by seven characteristics: need for achievement, locus of control, propensity to take risks, problem solving, willingness to assert oneself, tolerance of ambiguity, and emotional stability. The enterprise potential was assessed among university students using a scale comprising four main attitudes towards characteristics associated with entrepreneurship: leadership, creativity, achievement, and personal control scale (Athayde 2009 ).
Entrepreneurial potential is defined both at the individual level (for example, Krueger and Brazeal 1994; Raab, Stedham, and Neuner 2005; Wong, Cheung, and Venuvinod 2005; Athayde 2009) and at the country level (for example, Mueller and Thomas 2000; Mueller and Goi c 2002; Mueller 2004; Harada 2005; Nguyen et al. 2009 ). These examples evidence the different levels of conceptualization of the construct.
In the present study, we aim to clarify the definition, measurement, and level of the construct of entrepreneurial potential. We next present the theoretical proposal reasoning of the entrepreneurial potential construct.
Theoretical positioning for the construct
The entrepreneurship process is deeply linked to an individual's characteristics (Baum et al. 2007) given that he/she is the main agent in the process of deciding to implement entrepreneurial initiatives, and to assume responsibility for the consequences. This perspective is then focused on the cognitions, actions, decisions, aspirations, and emotions of the entrepreneur (Venkataraman et al. 2012) . Despite the relevance of both the individual and the organizational constructs, this study focuses exclusively on the individual level. Our focus on the individual level is strengthened by the importance individual characteristics have on the entrepreneurial process (for example, Baum and Locke 2004; Baron and Shane 2008; Baron 2013) . We assume that entrepreneurship is not solely the result of an individual's actions and characteristics, as external factors also play a relevant role (for example, the economic, technological, political, and regulatory context).
We support the choice of the individual perspective based on the evidence that entrepreneurship is a human based practice and intrinsically dependent on the individuals' decisions and actions. In fact, there is no entrepreneurship without the individual. Or, as McMullen and Shepherd (2006) stated, 'Entrepreneurship requires action' (132) and action requires individuals. Following this argument, we define the entrepreneurial potential construct in the individual level of analysis.
Entrepreneurial intention (for example, Ajzen 1991; Krueger, Reilly, and Carsrud 2000; Liñ an and Chen 2009 ) is one of the most cited constructs at the individual level in the pre-emergence stage, and is also one of the best predictors of behavior (Ajzen 2002 ). Krueger and Brazeal (1994) suggested that the entrepreneurial potential is prior to the entrepreneurial intentions. In fact, having the potential to be an entrepreneur does not imply that the individual wish to make use of it, or that the environment and context is favorable for it. Thus, an individual can have a high potential to be an entrepreneur, but does not consider to launch a venture (that is, does not have an entrepreneurial intention). We share this vision about the relation between entrepreneurial potential and intentions. The former refers to the individual perception about its capacity and the later refers to the wish to engage in entrepreneurship activities.
Generally, research has focused on identifying and describing the psychosocial characteristics that differentiate entrepreneurs from managers (for example, Chen, Greene, and Crick 1998; Brandst€ atter 2011) , that are associated with venture growth (Baum, Locke, and Smith 2001) and attitudes towards entrepreneurship in students (Athayde 2009 ), among others. Previous research at the individual level focused mainly on attitudes (Athayde 2009 ), personality traits (Brandst€ atter 2011), skills (Baum and Locke 2004) , and motivations (Shane, Locke, and Collins 2003) . The entrepreneurship context affords a wide range of freedom to choose and change tasks according to personal preferences and goals. The personality traits and cognitive ability of entrepreneurs are obviously important when it comes to successfully performing varied activities and tasks in a complex and uncertain environment. However, they are not the only aspects that enable entrepreneurs to successfully respond to the socio-economic circumstances they have to face. Other competencies, since they are specifically related to the performance criteria of job tasks go beyond personality traits and cognitive ability. Competencies complement personality traits and cognitive ability, and contribute to explain the entrepreneurship process.
Thus, we argue that the construct of entrepreneurial potential is more accurately represented through a competency-based model that expresses the dynamics involved in entrepreneurial activities. We propose a competency-based model for entrepreneurial potential and have adopted the definition suggested by Spencer and Spencer (1993, 9) : 'A competency is an underlying characteristic of an individual that is causally related to criterion-referenced effective and/or superior performance in a job or situation'.
Based on the Krueger and Brazeal's (1994) assumptions and Spencer and Spencer's (1993) competency definition, we consider that entrepreneurial potential refers to an individual's preparedness to engage in typical entrepreneurial activities. Our definition captures the construct of entrepreneurial potential as an ability that can be developed and that is not only associated with successful entrepreneurs. Thus, the definition we propose is wider and more integrative than previous (for example , Raab, Stedham, and Neuner 2005) . By focusing on entrepreneurial potential we intend to highlight the developmental process of typical entrepreneurial skills.
In accordance to our definition, the entrepreneurial potential is the latent construct that expresses the most distinctive characteristics associated with the performance in entrepreneurial activities. In other words, we propose that entrepreneurial potential is the summative result of several individual entrepreneurial characteristics. The theoretical reasoning underpinning the conceptualization of entrepreneurial potential is that individuals have a psychosocial profile that can be compared with the psychosocial profile of the majority of entrepreneurs.
Thus, by bringing together the most relevant and discriminative characteristics in the entrepreneur literature, we can put together a compilation of the psychosocial characteristics most shared among entrepreneurs. This compilation is at the essence of the entrepreneurial potential of individuals, once that it enunciates the multi-dimensions that express an individual's preparedness to engage in activities that typify entrepreneurship. In other words, entrepreneurial potential, at the individual level, could represent the essence of the entrepreneur.
Connecting prior research evidence from entrepreneur literature, theoretical developments, and the predicted relationships between the constructs and variables, we next present a summary organized according to the main dimensions of the construct domain: entrepreneurial motivations, management competencies, psychological competencies, and social competencies. The literature shows that included in these main dimensions are several subdimensions that are considered more distinguishing of entrepreneurial behavior or entrepreneurial identity (Anderson and Warren 2011) . However, it is not our purpose here to develop a systematic literature review of the characteristics of entrepreneurs because good state of the art overviews of psychological entrepreneurship research have already been provided, for example, meta-analysis (for example, Schwenk and Shrader 1993) .
We propose that the entrepreneurial potential construct is the latent expression of these four main dimensions (entrepreneurial motivations, management competencies, psychological competencies, and social competencies). We present next a revision organized by these four dimensions, including also the main subdimensions.
Entrepreneurial motivations
By entrepreneurial motivations we refer to the motives that drive individuals towards typical entrepreneurial activities. Human motivation is one of the more significant predictors of entrepreneurial success. It is the main driver in pursuing entrepreneurial opportunities (Santos, Curral, and Caetano 2010) , assembling resources, and engaging in the entrepreneurial process (Shane, Locke, and Collins 2003) .
The entrepreneurial motivations highlighted in the literature include general and taskspecific levels, with different impacts on the entrepreneurial process (Shane, Locke, and Collins 2003) and venture growth (Baum, Locke, and Smith 2001) . The rich complexities of motivations were engaged as a critical role in entrepreneurial behaviors. According to the literature, three main drivers can express entrepreneurial motivation: desire for independence, economic motivation, and entrepreneurial self-efficacy.
Desire for independence
Entrepreneurs frequently acknowledge that they are driven by a desire for independence, showing that they want the authority to take the important decisions:
Independence entails taking the responsibility to use one's own judgement as opposed to blindly following the assertions of others. It also involves taking responsibility for one's own life rather than living off the efforts of others. (Shane, Locke, and Collins 2003, 268). entrepreneurs: the need to make money. In general, entrepreneurs perceived their work as more profitable than working for others (for example, Brice and Nelson 2008) .
Entrepreneurial self-efficacy An individual's belief in his/her capacity to pursue a particular goal has been identified as crucial to several activities (Bandura 1997 ) and entrepreneurial activity is no exception. Self-efficacy is important for entrepreneurs because they must be confident in their abilities to perform different and often unanticipated tasks in uncertain situations (Baum and Locke 2004) .
Individuals with high self-efficacy were likely to persist when problems arose, and actively sought out challenges and, by extension, challenging opportunities (Bandura 1997) . Self-efficacy has been related to business venture launch and success (Chen, Greene, and Crick 1998) , and dynamics around business performance (Hmieleski and Baron 2008) .
Management competencies
Entrepreneurs also need to possess the hard skills that enable them to manage a businessthe management competencies. Across the entrepreneurial process, individuals must have the specific skills they need to manage a venture. The management competencies are defined by the basic and specific competencies in business management (for example, Baum, Locke, and Smith 2001), and mostly they refer to the individual's ability to manage the entrepreneur himself/herself, business strategy, business resources, and human resources.
Vision
Despite the diversity of definitions for vision, it is nevertheless generally acknowledged to be an idealized goal to be achieved in the future or an ideal and unique image of the future (Kirkpatrick, Wofford, and Baum 2002) . Greenberger and Sexton (1988, 5) argued that 'entrepreneurs are likely to have some abstract image in mind about what they intend to accomplish', and this vision serves as a guide for their own actions.
Empirically, vision capacity has been shown to be a predictor of entrepreneurial venture development (Baum, Smith, and Locke 2001) . Baum, Locke, and Kirkpatrick (1998) found direct and indirect causal effects of vision attribute, vision content, and vision communication on small venture performance.
Resource mobilization capacity
The ability to marshal the financial and material resources to manage a venture has been identified as an important predictor of entrepreneurial success, given that resources are an essential feature of new venture development and make it easier for new ventures to adjust to complex environments (for example, Tan and Peng 2003) . Financial resources serve to acquire other resources in such a way that provides a venture with strategic flexibility and facilitates its adjustment to complex environments (Tan and Peng 2003) . Accordingly to Chell, Haworth, and Brearley (1991) , a prototypical entrepreneur is alerted to business opportunities regardless of resources currently controlled, is innovative, and uses a variety of sources of finance.
Leadership capacity
Leadership research has shown that leadership emergence is greatly affected by personality traits (Lord, DeVader, and Alliger 1986) . Entrepreneurial leadership has been identified as important and has been described as the ability to influence others, to manage resources strategically in order to emphasize both opportunity-seeking and advantage-seeking behaviors (Ireland, Hitt, and Simon 2003; Todorovic and Scholosser 2007) .
Psychological competencies
There is a broad set of characteristics that can be included among the psychological competencies, and they refer to the wide group of skills and attributes which characterize entrepreneurial individuals (for example, Chell 2008) . Within that set are situational characteristics that are often common to all entrepreneurs: an absence of other people giving orders, the need for emotional stability, demand for social contact, and a readiness to respond to change and try out new ideas. In the group of psychological competencies we include the individual traits that are distinctive among entrepreneurs.
Innovation capacity
The capacity for innovation is one of the main characteristics of the entrepreneurial human capital (for example, Marvel and Lumpkin 2007) . While innovativeness can be defined as a characteristic of an individual, innovation implementation effectiveness depends on a group of persons, and as such is a characteristic of an entrepreneurial venture (Klein and Sorra 1996; Kreiser and Davis 2010) . It is possible to distinguish entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs based on achievement, self-esteem, personal control, and innovation (Robinson et al. 1991) . Mayer, Salovey, and Caruso (2000) defined emotional intelligence as an ability to express emotions, to use emotions to facilitate thinking, to understand and argue by means of emotions, and to manage them internally while communicating with others effectively.
Emotional intelligence
Previous research has shown that entrepreneurs get relatively high scores for emotional intelligence (Baron and Markman 2000) . The Zampetakis et al. (2009) model showed that emotional components were expressed by feelings and emotions, determining attitude towards entrepreneurial intentions.
Resilience
In entrepreneurship, the uncertainty level is generally higher than in other organizational settings, and entrepreneurs have to know how to design and implement adaptable behaviors.
Empirical research evidenced that entrepreneurs showed greater levels of persistency than non-entrepreneurs (for example, Friborg et al. 2006) . Given that entrepreneurship is strictly associated with risk, it was relevant to analyze an entrepreneur's ability to cope with difficulties, threats, and unsuccessful projects. We argue that resilience must be an important factor across the entrepreneurship process, as the level of uncertainty faced by entrepreneurs is greater than that of other organizational players. In addition, it was shown that entrepreneurs could develop emotional, cognitive, social, and financial resilience that can be harnessed and mobilized for a subsequent venture launch (Hayward et al. 2010) .
Social competencies
Since an entrepreneur acts within a social context and therefore has to interact with different players, another dimension of an entrepreneur's characteristics that would denote an individual's ability to interact effectively with others involves social competence. An entrepreneur's effectiveness in interacting with others, that is, his or her social competence, may also affect their entrepreneurial success (Baron and Markman 2000) . This assumption was based on predicting that the higher an entrepreneur's social competence, the greater the success of his or her business.
Persuasion and communication capacity
The ability to interact effectively with others has a positive effect on entrepreneurial success (Baron and Markman 2000) . Entrepreneurs consider that they have a greater capacity for persuasion (Hoehn-Weiss, Brush, and Baron 2004) . Recent studies evidenced that the social competencies relate significantly to new venture performance measures, and this relationship is mediated through success in information seeking and resources (Baron and Tang 2009 ).
Network development capacity
The ability to develop a network between entrepreneurs and other individuals who can provide resources for business implementation and development was identified as one of the entrepreneurial performance predictors (Baughn et al. 2006) . The ability to develop a social network, together with other constructs, has a direct effect on venture creation development (for example, Lee and Tsang 2001) . The network approach assumes that an entrepreneur's ability to organize and coordinate networks between individuals and organizations was critical for both starting up a company and business success (Birley 1985) .
The entrepreneurial potential construct
Based on the assumption that the same main dimensions that are typical of entrepreneurs are critical in assessing an individuals' preparedness to engage in typical entrepreneurship activities, that is, an individuals' entrepreneurial potential, we suggest that entrepreneurial potential can be explained by the four main dimensions evidenced in the literature on entrepreneur characteristics.
The four main dimensions that can explain entrepreneurial potential are: (1) entrepreneurial motivations; (2) psychological competencies; (3) social competencies; and (4) management competencies. These dimensions allow us to identify and differentiate entrepreneurial potential. Connecting the dots to bring together the most outstanding aspects of previous empirical research and theoretical suggestions, a review of the literature highlighted 11 subdimensions These four main dimensions of the entrepreneurial potential include motivations and competencies. Motivations and competencies coexist in the entrepreneurial potential model because both are individual characteristics that can be developed over time and that capture the dynamics of individuals' interests and career paths.
Bearing in mind that entrepreneurial potential is conceptualized as an individual's preparedness to engage in entrepreneurial activities, it is important to develop an assessment inventory based on the proposed theoretical model that would allow us to assess the entrepreneurial potential construct. Furthermore, it is essential to encourage young university students and young employees to develop a flair for entrepreneurship and innovation (for example, Carey, Flanagan, and Palmer 2010) . Despite extensive entrepreneurial programs and the emphasis on academic entrepreneurship, knowledge about the individuals' preparedness to engage in typical entrepreneurship activities, that is, their entrepreneurial potential, is still scant. It is important that an individual aspiring to be an entrepreneur is able to assess himself or herself against an entrepreneurial profile before undertaking the personal and professional risks of a start-up venture (Osborne 1995) .
Frequently, we evidenced that assessment instruments refer to the operationalization of one specific psychological construct such as entrepreneurial self-efficacy (for example, McGee et al. 2009 ), or proactive personality scale (Crant 1996) .
These scales were not sufficient to assess a pattern or a typical entrepreneurial competencies profile (Lumpkin, Cogliser, and Schneider 2009) because: (1) theoretically, there were different conceptualizations of the same construct and the fact several psychological traits were not integrated meant that all of the most distinctive individual dimensions would be compromised; (2) methodologically, there were different scales developed to assess the same construct and most of them inadequately fulfill the validation and psychometric requirements; (3) the existing assessment scales were not sufficient to be applied to the entrepreneurial activity because they are time-expensive, the coding system is difficult, not comparable among each other; nor are they possible for the entrepreneurship players to intuit.
Despite previously mentioned research on intention to launch a venture and on entrepreneurial potential, there are theoretical gaps and the need to develop a workable assessment inventory is clear.
Consequently, and in an attempt to plug these gaps, the present study seeks to contribute by creating an instrument to measure the entrepreneurial potential construct -the EPAI.
To broaden our understanding of the entrepreneurial potential construct, we sought to address the methodological and psychometric shortcomings associated with the entrepreneurial potential measure. To that end, we performed four studies. Study 1 explains how the items for the inventory were created and presents a description of measures. Studies 2a and 2b show the construct validity using a sample of university students (study 2a) and young employees (study 2b). Convergent validity is assessed using a measure of enterprise potential, and discriminant validity is analyzed using measures of locus of control and entrepreneurial intention (study 3). Finally, study 4 compares the results of the inventory between university students, young employees, and entrepreneurs. We next present the four studies.
Study 1 -Entrepreneurial potential assessment inventory: item selection and content validity screening with entrepreneurs Upon creating an initial pool of items for the scale, we conducted 12 semi-structured interviews with first-time entrepreneurs, which aimed at assessing the adjustment between the theoretical dimensions emerging from the literature review and the entrepreneurial context.
Based on the interviews and on previous literature (for example, Baron and Markman 2000; Brice and Nelson 2008; Chen, Greene, and Crick 1998) we compiled a first inventory version of 84 items. To assess the fit to the entrepreneurial context, this first version of the inventory was discussed with six other entrepreneurs. The entrepreneurs completed the scale and indicated which of the items were ambiguous or confusing.
Following that analysis, we compiled a second version with 46 items including several adapted from the previous version and others specifically created for the EPAI.
The pool of 46 items on the EPAI included the following operationalization:
The desire for independence was measured by four items as, for example, 'One of the most important things to me is having a job where I'm my own boss'.
Economic motivation was measured by four items (for example, 'I will do my best to make as much money as possible').
Entrepreneurial self-efficacy was measured by four items, among them were: 'When I decide to start any business project, I know I will see it through'.
Vision was measured by four items (for example, 'I can see clearly how to implement unlikely initiatives').
Resource mobilization capacity was measured by five items like, for example: 'Normally, I can find the resources to implement the initiatives I have'.
Leadership capacity was measured with five items, as for example, 'Usually I can mobilize people for the initiatives I propose'.
Innovation capacity was measured by four items, as for example, 'People often ask me for help with creative activities'.
Emotional intelligence was measured by four items (for example, 'I easily recognize my emotions as I experience them').
Resilience was measured by four items, as for example, 'In difficult times I tend to focus on what helps me to overcome them'.
Communication and persuasion capacity was measured by four items (for example, 'In most situations I can make other people to do what I want').
Network development capacity was measured by four items, as for example, 'I know people from a variety of different places'.
These were the pool of items used in studies 2a and 2b in order to test the scale's psychometric characteristics and its construct validity.
Study 2a -Scale psychometric characteristics among university students
This study aims to test the psychometric characteristics of the EPAI. More specifically, we aim to test if the four main dimensions and the 11 subdimensions we propose are the expression of the latent construct of entrepreneurial potential. Furthermore, we will analyze if the items included in each dimension are the most appropriate.
Sample and method
This study included a sample of 521 university students, all aged between 17 and 30 years old, with a mean age of 22 (SD ¼ 4.2). The majority of the students were female (62.3%), undergraduates (92%) and 8% were doing a master's degree.
For each item, respondents indicated the level of agreement or disagreement with different sentences on a scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree).
To test whether the 46 items selected captured the proposed theoretical model of entrepreneurial potential, we began by conducting an exploratory factor analysis. The preliminary results evidenced adequacy on the four-factor solution, with 47% of variance explained. The subdimensions considered are the subset of the dimensions addressed by the survey that factored together as part of an exploratory factor analysis. The results of the factor loadings suggested that entrepreneurial self-efficacy loads the management competencies dimension. Thus, we tested the model using confirmatory factor analysis using AMOS software, following the evidences from the exploratory analysis, and including entrepreneurial self-efficacy of the management competencies. In accordance with the classic model of survey development conducted by factor analysis (Kline 1993) we performed preliminary factor analyses, although in the interest of economy we do not present here a detailed description of it. However, the results showed that the loadings of some items were not appropriate and consequently, we have removed them from the final model. Thus, the best confirmatory model for the operationalization of entrepreneurial potential that we have arrived at comprises 33 items. Figure 1 presents the confirmatory model of the EPAI. The model includes the four main dimensions (entrepreneurial motivation, management competencies, psychological competencies, and social competencies) and the 11 subdimensions.
Main results
The confirmatory factor analysis of the EPAI was developed in two distinct stages. Next, the EPAI model, including the 33 items, was developed (see Figure 1) (Byrne 2004) . Thus, there are theoretical and empirical arguments to support the 11 subdimensions.
Study 2b -Scale psychometric characteristics among young employees
This study aims to test again the psychometric characteristics of the EPAI in a different sample. By using a sample of young employees we can analyze how the construct dimensions perform in such a sample. 
Sample and method
This study included a sample of 543 young employees whose ages ranged from 18 to 30 years old, with their mean age being 25 (SD ¼ 2.3). They had all been involved in the labor market for a maximum on three years, and 56.6% were male. The great majority were graduates (73%), 27% had a master's degree or higher.
Main results
The confirmatory factor analysis of the EPAI model for the young employee sample ( suggesting that there is structural invariance in the entrepreneurial potential construct. In other words, the structure of the entrepreneurial potential construct is both suitable for university students and young employees.
The 11 subdimensions' mean values and factor intercorrelations among the university students (study 2a) and the young employees (study 2b) are presented in Table 1 . For both samples, the network development capacity presents the lowest mean value and the entrepreneurial self-efficacy presents the highest mean value. The reliability, computed for both samples, is shown on the diagonal of Table 1 .
In Table 2 we present the descriptive analysis, correlation matrix, and construct reliability of the four main dimensions of the entrepreneurial potential among the university students and the young employees.
The results on the correlation matrix evidence that there is a significant correlation pattern among the great majority of the subdimensions, as the confirmatory factor analysis suggested. Yet, the resilience is negatively correlated with the other subdimensions on the young employees' sample.
Study 3 -Convergent and discriminant validity
In selecting a measure as a standard of comparison to assess convergent validity, we sought the entrepreneurial attitude scale that seemed most likely to compete successfully with our measure of entrepreneurial potential. We expect that entrepreneurial potential is related to the enterprise potential in young people measured through attitudes towards characteristics associated with entrepreneurship (Athayde 2009 In selecting an approach to assess entrepreneurial potential discriminant validity, we chose an entrepreneurial intention measure and locus of control. In fact, entrepreneurial intention as used in the study of Zhao, Seibert, and Hills (2005) allows us to differentiate individuals with different patterns of intentions to become entrepreneurs. The positive relationship between the internal locus of control to an individual's propensity to engage in entrepreneurial activity has been identified in literature in several studies and can also differentiate entrepreneurial behavior (for example, Gartner 1985) . To conduct the convergent and discriminant validity tests we developed an overall measure on entrepreneurial potential based on the weighted results among the four dimensions of the EPAI items. This composite was used to test the relationships among variables.
Based on previous research, and as discriminant validity evidences, we expect that: (1) a high entrepreneurial intention will be more strongly related to the overall measure on the entrepreneurial potential than low entrepreneurial intentions; (2) external locus of control will not be related to the overall measure on the entrepreneurial potential; and (3) internal locus of control will differentiate individuals with high and low levels on the overall measure on the entrepreneurial potential.
Sample and method
To address these issues, we asked 499 young people who were competing for an internationally funded internship (62% male) to complete the EPAI inventory, the ATE test, entrepreneurial intentions, and locus of control scales. Their ages ranged from 20 to 30 years, the mean age was 25 (SD ¼ 2.03). The majority were graduates (55%) and 45% had a master's or higher degree. Most of the participants were unemployed (63%), 23% were employees, 11% were university students, and 3% were freelancers.
For all measures, respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with each statement, using a 5-point scale, ranging from 1 (disagree completely) to 5 (agree completely).
Main results
The attitudes towards enterprise for young people -ATE test (Athayde 2009) The entrepreneurial intention was measured with four items, following Zhao, Seibert, and Hills' (2005) operationalization. Participants had to rate how interested they were in engaging in typical entrepreneurial activities: starting a business, acquiring a small business, starting and building a high-growth business, and acquiring and building a company into a high-growth business (a ¼ 0.81; M ¼ 3.85; SD ¼ 0.84). Note: Correlations below the diagonal are from study 2a and correlations above the diagonal are from study 2b. Cronbach's alpha is shown in the diagonal. y Significant differences, p < .05 between university students and young employees' samples.
ÃÃ
Significant differences, p < .05.
The internal locus of control was measured with four items, following the Levenson (1973) measurement (a ¼ 0.68; M ¼ 4.06; SD ¼ 0.44). The external locus of control was also measured with four items adapted from the Levenson (1973) 
The entrepreneurial potential was measured in accordance with the EPAI. Reliable psychometric characteristics of the scale were again supported, as in the previous studies.
Results show that the overall measure on the entrepreneurial potential is positively and significantly related with the ATE test (r ¼ 0.36, p < 0.05), and to the four scales on the ATE test: r leadership scale ¼ 0.48 ÃÃ ; r creativity scale ¼ 0.10 ÃÃ ; r achievement scale ¼ 0.24 ÃÃ ; r personal control scale ¼ 0.11 ÃÃ ( ÃÃ p < 0.05). To assess discriminant validity, we centered all the variables and then we created high and low levels in the discriminant variables. We performed regression analysis to assess the relationship pattern between the discriminant variables and the entrepreneurial potential.
Results evidenced that high and low entrepreneurial intentions are positively associated with the overall measure on the entrepreneurial potential (b high Entrep.Intention ¼ 0.28; b low Entrep.Intention ¼ 0.16; p < 0.05) although, as predicted, the association is stronger with high entrepreneurial intention. The internal locus of control is also positively associated with overall measure on the entrepreneurial potential, at both high and low levels of intention (b high Internal Locus Control ¼ 0.30; b low Internal Locus Control ¼ 0.20; p < 0.05), and, once again, the association is stronger with high levels of internal locus of control, as predicted. With regard to the external locus of control, results show that there is no association with overall measure on the entrepreneurial potential (b high External Locus Control ¼ -0.03; b low External Locus Control ¼ -0.07; p < 0.05). Results are described in Table 3 .
The results of study 3 show evidence of convergent and discriminant validity of the entrepreneurial potential. The overall measure on the entrepreneurial potential is associated with the ATE test, and with its subscales, supporting that both scales measure similar constructs (convergent validity). The results from entrepreneurial intention and internal locus of control reveal that the overall measure on the entrepreneurial potential discriminates among participants with high and low levels of both variables. In addition, they show that the external locus of control is not associated with the overall measure on the entrepreneurial potential.
Study 4 -Comparing entrepreneurial potential among university students, young employees, and entrepreneurs In the study 4, we compared the entrepreneurial potential results among three different samples: university students, young employees, and entrepreneurs. We predict that the instrument will discriminate between different groups of individuals. The entrepreneurs have had experience launching and managing successful ventures, so we can expect that they are higher on the entrepreneurial potential measure. Moreover, we expect that entrepreneurial potential is related to performance and, in fact, entrepreneurs as a group have the highest performance in the entrepreneurship process. Thus, entrepreneurs are conceptualized as a success group in the entrepreneurial potential testing.
The university students are individuals with no entrepreneurial or working experience, and thus we expect that their scores for entrepreneurial potential will be lower. The young employees got their jobs through a competitive selection process and have work experience. We expected that their scores on the entrepreneurial potential measure would be between the university students' and the entrepreneur groups' scores.
Sample and measures
Study 4 involves three different samples: university students (study 2a); young employees (study 2b) and entrepreneurs. The entrepreneur sample included 92 participants, 72% were male, with ages ranging from 22 to over 73 years old (M ¼ 42; SD ¼ 12). Most of the entrepreneurs were university graduates or had a higher degree (51%) and the others had attended high school or had a college diploma. These entrepreneurs owned start-ups from different sectors, such as tourism and leisure services, medical and health care, software technology, marketing and design, and cafes and restaurants. A small percentage of the entrepreneurs (5%) had already launched more than one business.
Main results
The measurement model of entrepreneurial potential operationalized through the EPAI was tested on the entrepreneur sample. However, and due to the sample size, only the four main dimensions of the confirmatory model construct were tested. The results evidence adequate fit indexes. More specifically, the entrepreneurial motivation ( We next compared the mean value of the subdimensions of the entrepreneurial potential among the university students, the young employees and the entrepreneurs. There are significant statistical differences between the entrepreneurs and the other groups with regard to the mean values of desire for independence, entrepreneurial self-efficacy, vision, resource mobilization capacity, leadership capacity, innovation capacity, emotional intelligence, communication and persuasion capacity, and network development capacity. Figure 2 shows that the entrepreneurs have a higher mean value than the university students and the young employees.
Similarly, the comparison in the four main dimensions of the entrepreneurial potential makes a further contribution to the validity of the EPAI. There are significant differences between the entrepreneurs and the other groups with regard to entrepreneurial motivations, management competencies, psychological competencies, and social competencies. Figure 3 shows that the entrepreneurs also evidence higher mean values in these dimensions. 
General discussion
This study presented a theoretical model regarding the entrepreneurial potential construct and four studies on its empirical validation. More specifically, we developed a theoretical model integrating the main differentiating characteristics of entrepreneurs evidenced in the prior literature and in an exploratory empirical study.
The proposed entrepreneurial potential theoretical model comprised four main dimensions -entrepreneurial motivation, management competencies, psychological competencies, and social competencies -and 11 subdimensions -desire for independence, economic motivation, entrepreneurial self-efficacy, vision, mobilization resources capacity, leadership capacity, innovation capacity, emotional intelligence, resilience, communication and persuasion capacity, and network development capacity. Our studies indicated that the proposed new measure for assessing entrepreneurial potential -the EPAI -had good psychometric properties.
Study 3 analyzed the relationship between the entrepreneurial potential measure and the attitude towards enterprise scale, showing the convergent validity of the proposed measure. This study also showed that the entrepreneurial potential scale successfully discriminated among individuals with high and low entrepreneurial intention and internal locus of control. Furthermore, it showed that entrepreneurial potential was not related to the external locus of control.
To assess its strength in distinguishing among different groups with regard to alternative entrepreneurship stages, study 4 compared the scores of the entrepreneurial potential scale among university students, young employees, and entrepreneurs. Results evidenced that the three groups showed significant differences in the four main dimensions, and entrepreneurs scored higher in all four.
This result supports the premise that entrepreneurial potential is related to entrepreneurial activity, suggesting that this tool can predict entrepreneurial intention: the higher an individual scores on entrepreneurial potential, the greater their probability of being an entrepreneur, and to engage in entrepreneurial activities (that is, to have an entrepreneurial intention).
Entrepreneurial intention is related to the will and wish of considering the creation of a new venture (for example, Bird and Jelinek 1988) , and is closer to the actual behavior. The individual forms his or her entrepreneurial intention based on a conjunction of perceptions (for example, Liñ an and Chen 2009) and a positive or a negative intention might result from them. Entrepreneurial potential, as we conceive it, refers to a latent construct that is the expression of a developmental profile of the most typical competencies and motives among successful entrepreneurs. Nevertheless, entrepreneurial potential and intention are not competitive constructs, and they are both needed in entrepreneurship theory. An individual should need to assess his or her entrepreneurial potential before engaging in an entrepreneurial intention.
The higher results may be due to the nature of the dimensions assessed in the EPAI. More specifically, the EPAI assesses competencies and these are variable dimensions depending on previous experience, knowledge acquisition, and necessity. Our evidences may also be explained by the entrepreneurs' greater previous experience and knowledge, which would have enhanced their competency scores.
Theoretical and methodological contributions
The present study presents a contribution to the theoretical development of the literature on the characteristics of entrepreneurs, a matured research field in entrepreneurship research (Blackburn and Kovalainen 2009 ). Research on the entrepreneurial personality (Chell 2008 ) has progressively changed its focus from simply describing personality or psychological characteristics to predicting entrepreneurial behavior and assessing potential. Despite the relevance of personality traits (Brandst€ atter 2011) in explaining how entrepreneurs think, act, and move, they do not exhaust all the determinants of entrepreneurial behavior. This is mainly because of the varied activities and tasks that entrepreneurs face. Thus, our study goes beyond personality traits and is focused on the competencies because they represent the flexible, learnable, and dynamic criteria of entrepreneurship activity.
In this sense, our study also provides a contribution to the operationalization of the entrepreneurial potential construct, with the validation of an inventory. Moreover, previous studies on entrepreneurial potential did not present a theoretical model of convergence, but only a description of the various psychological and social dimensions (Raab, Stedham, and Neuner 2005) .
This study enhances the importance of individual characteristics and skills included in the entrepreneurial potential model, reinforcing prior empirical results and strengthening comparisons with theoretical propositions. For example, Baron and Markman (2000) argued that social skills were highly important in the effectiveness of the behavior of the entrepreneur, and the present data supports that proposition.
Moreover, the development of a model of entrepreneurial potential such as the one we propose, creates the possibility to argue that motivational aspects (McClelland 1965) , competencies, and attitudes can be integrated and that all contribute to the same scope of entrepreneurial potential.
Our theoretical approach does not argue that these four dimensions capture all important aspects of entrepreneurial potential. The cognitive approach to the study of entrepreneurship points to the possibility that entrepreneurial competency may also be related to intelligence. Cognitive abilities, such as general mental ability, have been identified as the strongest predictors of performance (Ones, Viswesvaran, and Dilchert 2005) . Thus, we suggest that it is important to include cognitive ability measures such as those used during job recruitment, when assessing an individual's potential to be an entrepreneur. Moreover, it is suggested that typical entrepreneurial traits like opportunity recognition, proactive personality, self-efficacy, social competence, and intuition are primarily related to the cognitive capability (Chell 2008) .
Despite the fact that our model and theoretical argument are based on the individual level, we do not minimize the influence of the environmental factors in the process of emergence of the entrepreneurial potential for potential entrepreneurs (for example, Krueger and Brazeal 1994) . The environment is determinant for creating a setting that is more favorable for the development of an increasing entrepreneurial activity. In fact, an entrepreneurship phenomenon is a by-product of multi-level interactions and systems (for example, Shepherd 2011). Thus there are top-down level effects (that is, influence of higher level contextual factors on lower levels of the phenomena) in such a way that the environmental context characteristics influence the individual's entrepreneurial potential. Similarly, we expect that there are bottom-up level effects in such a way that the lower level properties aggregate to form collective phenomena (that is, the individual's entrepreneurial potential can be translated in higher level of analysis variables such as organizational entrepreneurial potential or country-level entrepreneurial potential).
Limitations and practical implications
Despite the contributions this research makes, there are nevertheless some limitations. First, we have some concerns about our samples as the employee sample (study 2b), only include young people, leaving the patterns of entrepreneurial potential for workers with greater experience still to be explored. It is also crucial to analyze the results of a greater sample of entrepreneurs, which could then be used as a baseline benchmark for other groups. Moreover, the characteristics of the samples used in our studies may have promoted a maturation effect on the results among entrepreneurs, young employees, and university students.
Second, the studies we have presented are not sufficient to develop a complete validation process of the entrepreneurial potential scale. Validation is a long process and further tests should be developed focusing on incremental and differential validity, which is particularly critical in the assessment procedures (Kline 1993; Spector 1992) . Moreover, it is critical to develop predictive validity tests where the EPAI should assess exactly the same individuals in a longitudinal design, following individuals from the would-be entrepreneurs stage to the effective start-up launch.
To address the limitations referred to above, and to continue developing the validity of the entrepreneurial potential scale, there is a long succession of studies to be conducted. Future research should focus on predictive validity, following entrepreneurs, would-be entrepreneurs, and entrepreneurship students over time. Another route research could take concerns cross-cultural research on the entrepreneurial potential scale and try to compare scores in different countries.
As far as practical implications are concerned, the EPAI can become a tool of high value to the community, since it allows every individual who is thinking about beginning an entrepreneurial career to assess the level of entrepreneurial potential as well as those dimensions that need to be developed. EPAI can be a self-assessment tool to be used by future entrepreneurs and students to assess their psychosocial profile in these four main dimensions that are critically related to entrepreneurship activity, and thus enhance entrepreneurial excellence (Baron 2013) . After completing the survey and results are generated, the individuals can have access to their entrepreneurial potential profile and identify in which areas they need more training. Individuals who exhibit a high profile among the competencies and motives included on the entrepreneurial potential model, have a greater chance to become successful entrepreneurs. Individuals who express some weakness in certain competencies or motives can have the chance to engage in training programs in order to develop them. By doing this self-assessment, it is possible to increase entrepreneurial intentions and to ensure a greater chance for success and survival rates.
As argued before, entrepreneurial potential is prior to entrepreneurial intentions, and if we look to the pre-emergence stages of the entrepreneurship process, it is important to clarify the role, distinctiveness, and usefulness for practitioners of both constructs. For those individuals who have some weaknesses in the entrepreneurial potential dimensions, it is critical that they train and develop those competencies or motives before they construct a positive entrepreneurial intention. Thus, the EPAI is also a good tool for practitioners to guide future entrepreneurs to the adequate training programs before they are actively engaged in entrepreneurial tasks.
Over the last decade, much attention has been paid to competency-based education, and its relevance to entrepreneurship education and training at the university level as well as other training venues has become apparent. A basic premise of this movement is that an educational position based on competency development can facilitate learning in a society characterized by complexity and rapid changes. Thus, our focus on the assessment of a preparedness to engage in typical entrepreneurship activities may also be relevant for entrepreneurship education debates. In an educational setting the interest is in individual-level competency as we attempt to help students become more skilled and motivated to start and succeed in new ventures (Bird 1995) . Furthermore, the nature of competencies and motivational aspects included in the entrepreneurial potential construct is committed to the possibility to train, change, and develop the competencies and motives that are associated with the entrepreneurial potential. More specifically, desire for independence and economic motivation are two entrepreneurial motives that can be stimulated at training settings, as well as asking for the individuals to reflect on other motivations associated to entrepreneurship (for example, Santos, Curral, and Caetano 2010) . As motivation is one of the best predictors of entrepreneurial activity, it is crucial to include in training programs and courses actions that make individuals be aware of their motivations and how determinant they will be.
Since entrepreneurial potential is mostly composed of competencies, it follows that specific training can be designed to develop these competencies. In this sense, the EPAI helps to identify skills and competencies requiring development and training in a group of students. Thus, the EPAI can become important in designing or adjusting the curriculum, for diagnosing the dimensions in which students have the greatest difficulty, and in signaling the need for skills development. Thus, making it possible to compare different potential entrepreneurs, and help in investment decision-making and/or the formation of entrepreneurial teams.
Against a background of economic and social crisis, entrepreneurship presents itself increasingly as a solution for self-employment (de Nardi and Villamil 2009). In this sense, the EPAI can play a critical role in the early stages of the entrepreneurial process: assessing the main skills necessary to develop entrepreneurial business success.
